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REMARKS 

« this tta, applicants would liKe to than* Examiner 
Her ts tot her time ana consideration in discussing the present 
application with tne undersigned on several occasions. 

Accordingly, claims 89-91 and 101-118 are pending rn 
th e present application. Claims 1-88 and 92-100 have been 
canceled. While claims 89-91 regain in the application, 
applicants have added new claims 101-118. and file an H=E with 
this amendment, as suggested by the Examiner. Support for new 
claims 101-118 « he found in claims 89-91 and generally 
throughout the specification. 

in the outstanding Official Action, claims 89-91 were 
rejected under 35 HSC .112. first paragraph, for allegedly 
failing to comply with the enablement retirement. This rejection 

is respectfully traversed. 

Applicants believe that the Patent Office fails to meet 

■ fhe claimed invention is not enabled 

its burden in showing that the ciaimeu 

pnt disc iosure. While the Patent Office alleges that 
by the present disciosuie 

colony formation suppression (decrease of numbers of colonies, 
does not correlate to differentiation suppression, applicants 
thieve that one of ordinary .kill in the art would conclude that 
differentiation suppression can be extrapolated at least from the 

■ r, in 11 and 12 found in the present 

results set forth in Examples 10, 11 ana x 

specification. 
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The colony assay in Example 10 correlates to the assays 
£ ound in the article by GORDON , Human Hemopoietic Stem Cell 
Assays , -Direct Clonogenic Assay. Oolony forming Mnits tor 
granulocytes, Erythroid Oells, Monocytes and Megakaryocytes (0PO- 

j article by MOORE, Clinical 

GEMM) (pg- 191-192), and the article 

7- Mon of Positive and Negative Hematopoietic Stem Cell 
Implication or ^ iiLlvc 

Regulators, «BFU-e, CFU-GM, CFU-GEMM" (pg. 2). 

1 qi -i t- is stated that 
In GORDON at pg - 191. lt: 1S 

Clonogenic assays are the ™"£=£*£^%^? B 
means of measuring human f e ™f ^^sS enJially clones 
in vitro. Haemopoietrc colonxea ^ are eese ^ 

of cells produced by a _^ n ^ P h J ogically and by 
colonies can be co £ &±n into different 

replatmg the cell ^ they about the self _ 

clonogenic systems to obtain f he colony- 

renewal and differentiation potential 
forming progenitor. 

Thus, the assays o£ the present examples are considered 
es capable of determining di££erentiation suppression. The 
results of example 10 indicate suppression of colony formation 
(SM 11 number of colonies, as compared with the results obtained 

when Serrate-1 is not added. 

Moreover, the colony formation after long term liquid 

i~ n of the oresent invention corresponds 
culture (LTLC) in Example 11 of the presen 

to an assay utilized by GORDON, Human Hemopoietic Stem Cell 
Assays, "Secondary Colony Formation, Long-term Bone Marrow 
Culture ( LTBMC ) and Long-term Culture-initiating Cells (LTCIC) 



(page 193) " 
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This shows the colony formation of cells after a long- 
term culture .secondary oolon y formation, . « a result, nurfcers 
of colony forcing cells after the culture were found to he in 
larger amounts than with conditions that add «P-la but do not 

include Serrate-1. 

m Example 12. long-term culture initiating cells 

(LT C1C> after LTLC were examined. Example 12 shows that the 
uum^ers of ETCXC (fancies, were larger than those without 
adding Serrate-1 - 

^ »*- this time, while applicants do not 
Moreover, at tms Limc ' 

disclaim any potential applications relating to the new claims, 
applicants note that „on-narro„ing claims 101-118 are directed to 
methods for suppressing colony formation of blood precursor cells 
ih vitro. Thus, applicants believe that the claims are fully 
supported by the application. 

Thus, as the Office Action fails to present any 
evidence to the contrary and the present disclosure utilizes art 
accepted assays to determine differentiation suppression, 
applicants believe that the claimed invention is enabled by the 

present disclosure. 

Claims 89-91 were rejected under 35 USC §112. second 
paragraph, as allegedly being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicants regard as the invention. This rejection is 



traversed. 
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■ „ t-V^ rejection, the Office Action contends 
In imposing the reiecciuu, 

„~ +-v,c t-orms are redundant, 
that the claims are indefinite because the terms 

,. lp the terms "blood precursor cells" and 
However, while the term*. 

-i ^ ,.v,p t-erms are definite to 
. Q .:„ cells" may overlap, the cermt. 

"hematopoietic seem cexxa jr 

one sailed in the art. Indeed, it appears the Office .ction does 
contend otherwise and understands the scope of the terms. Thus, 
applicants believe that the claims are definite to one shilled in 
the art . 

in view of the present amendment and the foregoing 
remark, applicants believe that the present application is in 
condition for allowance. *s a result, applicants reguest the 
allowance and passage to issue of the present application. 

The commissioner is hereby authorized in this, 
concurrent, and future replies, to charge payment or credit any 

4- -kt^ oi:_ni?o for any additional 
overpayment to Deposit Account No. 25 0120 to 

T7 P F R § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17- 
fees required under 37 C.F.R. s 

Respectfully submitted, 
YOUNG & THOMPSON 



.tip Dubois, Reg 



Philip Dubois, Reg. No. 50,696 
745 South 23 rd Street 
Arlington, VA 2 22 02 
Telephone (703) 521-2297 
Telefax (703) 685-0573 
(703) 979-4709 



PD/mjr 
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